The purpose of this study was to investigate hazing in collegiate marching bands. Specifically, the researchers were interested in marching band students' experiences with hazing behaviors, to whom they were reported, attitudes toward hazing, and level of awareness of institutional hazing policies. Using a multistage cluster sampling approach, we distributed an online questionnaire to college marching band members attending National Collegiate Athletic Association Division I schools. Participants (N = 1,215) were representative of 30 different states and included college freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors, and graduate students. Nearly 30% of respondents indicated they observed some form of hazing in their marching band. The most common acts of hazing involved public verbal humiliation or degradation, which generally went unreported. Reticence to report hazing was largely due to fear of social retaliation or perceptions that the hazing behaviors were innocuous. The vast majority of participants had negative attitudes regarding hazing and most learned about their institution's hazing policy through a marching band orientation. Implications for the college marching band, contextualization of results, and future directions are discussed.
there has been a renewed interest in investigating incidents of hazing in marching bands and developing prevention strategies to combat them (Alvarez & Brown, 2011; Carter, 2012 ). Yet, despite increased attention on hazing in marching bands, these incidents continue to occur, highlighted most recently with the suspension of the Texas Southern University's Ocean of Soul marching band (George, 2014) and allegations surrounding the "sexualized" culture of the Ohio State University marching band (Binkley, 2014) . While no official agency is responsible for collecting statistics on hazing deaths, it has been estimated that there is on average one hazing death per year in the United States; however, researchers have arrived at differing conclusions regarding the exact number of hazing-related deaths over the years. Although the general public overestimates the number of hazing deaths each year on college campuses, one might conclude reasonably that even one death per year is too many (Nuwer, 2004) .
In discussing hazing, it is helpful to note the differences between "hazing" and "bullying." While there does not appear to be a standard definition of bullying in the research literature (Harachi, Catalano, & Hawkins, 1999) , generally speaking, bullying is characterized by an imbalance of power in which bullies use their power to control or harm others repeatedly in an attempt to ostracize those who are being bullied (Olweus, 1999; Stopbullying.gov, n.d.) . Given the similar physical and psychological effects caused by bullying and hazing, some have even referred to hazing as "group bullying" (Campo, Poulos, & Sipple, 2005) . While the primary aim of bullying is exclusionary in nature, the purpose of hazing is to "legitimize" incoming group members through the generation of induction costs that are generally irrelevant to group membership (Cimino, 2011) . Interestingly, even among those who have been hazed, there appears to be a discrepancy between the number of students who report experiencing hazing behaviors and those who define it as "hazing" (Allan & Madden, 2012) . It has been suggested that the discrepancy exists because students accept the hazing/initiation culture of the group (Waldron & Kowalski, 2009 ) and because there is still confusion among students regarding the definition of hazing (N. Hoover & Pollard, 1999; Kittle, 2012) . There are even differences in interpretation of what constitutes hazing among state laws (Crow & Rosner, 2002; Holmes, 2013; Parks & Southerland, 2013; Rutledge, 1998) . Further confounding the reporting of hazing incidents is that various college groups have different perceptions about what activities constitute hazing (Drout & Corsoro, 2003; Ellsworth, 2004; Novak, 2000 , cited in Ellsworth, 2004 Saunders & Benté, 2013; Wegener, 2001) .
Psychological Perspectives
In an attempt to understand better why hazing occurs and why people choose to endure it, hazing has been viewed from a number of psychological perspectives. The severityattraction hypothesis (Aronson & Mills, 1959) posits that the more effort one expends in achieving a goal (e.g., group membership), the more desirable the goal becomes. The severity-affiliation-attraction hypothesis (Schachter, 1959) states that those who endure demanding or hostile environments will develop a bond with others who have endured similar situations. The relationship between hazers and moral disengagement (Bandura, 1999 ) also has been examined as a means of attempting to explain why hazing occurs (e.g., McCreary, 2010) . Within many of these psychological perspectives, researchers have suggested that individuals who are hazed endure the process because of a strong desire for the affirmation and approval of others to develop one's selfconcept. Hazing may not be necessarily a case of immoral character; rather, it may represent the convergence of social interactions, definitions of situations, and the use of symbols (i.e., symbolic interactionist theory) as a means to manipulate new group members' definitions of self (Blumer, 1969; Sweet, 2004) .
Much of the hazing research literature has focused on the varied outcomes of hazing practices, including physical and psychological effects of hazing. Indeed, some researchers have investigated why those being hazed choose to endure the discomfort. Some students have indicated that the pledge/initiation process is desirable (Cokley et al., 2001; Kimbrough, 2007) . Among the perceived benefits of hazing are group solidarity and the selection of committed group members (Cimino, 2011) ; a way to preserve the power structure of the group (Waldron & Kowalski, 2009 ); development of camaraderie and respect among group members (Taylor, 2001 ); a fostering of organizational respect, discipline, loyalty, and team building (Campo et al., 2005) ; and a sense of belonging (J. Hoover & Milner, 1998) . Additionally, hazing supporters have suggested that hazing "toughens up" new group members and "demonstrates a group's power and status; it teaches precedence as a way to subjugate the individual for the perceived good of the group" (Nuwer, 1999, p. 39) . However, hazing behaviors are associated with a number of risks including decreased group cohesion (Van Raalte, Cornelius, Linder, & Brewer, 2007) , depression, dissatisfaction with group membership, and loneliness among new group members, especially when more severe initiation rites are involved (Lodewijkx & Syroit, 2001 ). Other risks include traumatic injuries like alcohol abuse, physical abuse, and psychological damage (Finkel, 2002) . Additionally, there is research to support that those who are hazed are more likely to haze future incoming group members, thus perpetuating a cycle of violence and degradation (Keating et al., 2005; Nuwer, 1990 Nuwer, , 1999 Owen, Burke, & Vichesky, 2008; Sweet, 1999) .
Sociological Perspectives
Group initiations have been a part of Western cultural practices since the time of the ancient Greeks and have been the topic of sustained investigation by social scientists for many years. Indeed, there are many social and cultural rites of passage in any community (Van Gennep, 1960) . However, the point at which a rite of passage ends and hazing begins is an important point of distinction. Hazing has been a part of a number of organizations throughout history, including the military (Dornbusch, 1955; Østvik & Rudmin, 2001; Pershing, 2006; Winslow, 1999) , athletic organizations (e.g., Fields, Collins, & Comstock, 2007) , online communities (Honeycutt, 2006) , fraternities/ sororities, and religious and educational groups, including youth groups like the Boy Scouts and Future Farmers of America (Nuwer, 1990 (Nuwer, , 1999 . Additionally, hazing in education is not limited to college campuses. Hazing in middle schools and high schools has become an increasingly pervasive problem over the past two decades (Gershel, Katz-Sidlow, Small, & Zandieh, 2003; Guynn & Aquila, 2004; Nuwer, 2000) . In the realm of education, the two groups that have received the most attention regarding hazing investigation and prevention are athletics and Greek organizations.
A number of research studies have focused on hazing in athletics and have indicated that a majority of student athletes experience at least some form of hazing (e.g., Allan & Madden, 2012; Campo et al., 2005; Waldron & Kowalski, 2009) . N. Hoover and Pollard (1999) found that 80% of National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) college athletes endured some sort of hazing during the time that they were members of a team. Authors of another study found that 45% of college student athletes indicated experiencing hazing either as the one being hazed or as the one doing the hazing (Campo et al., 2005) . However, hazing in athletics is not limited to collegiate sport teams. Allan and Madden (2012) found that 47% of their respondents (college students) indicated that they were previously hazed while participating in high school sports and other activities; Gershel et al. (2003) found that as many as 17% of student athletes in grades 6 through 12 had experienced hazing. In a follow-up study, N. Hoover and Pollard (2000) investigated hazing in high schools and discovered that nearly half of their sample had experienced hazing behaviors, with 25% of their sample being hazed as part of a sports team. Alarmingly, about one quarter of their respondents indicated that they were hazed before they were teenagers. Further, when hazing deaths occur among athletes, it overwhelmingly has involved the use of alcohol (Hollmann, 2002; Nuwer, 1999; Rutledge, 1998) . The prevalence of hazing among athletes is sometimes attributed to their need to have an initiation ceremony or rite of passage as a group bonding ritual, which functions as a transition experience that symbolizes a membership change from newcomer/outsider to member/teammate (Johnson, 2011) .
The groups that have received the most attention with regard to hazing have been fraternities and sororities (e.g., Hollmann, 2002; Nuwer, 1990) . College campuses across the United States are home to thousands of fraternities and sororities that regularly participate in events significant to the Greek social culture. Since their foundation, Greek organizations have used hazing activities in a variety of initiations and rites of passage (Nuwer, 1999) , yet many of these dangerous initiation rites appear to be at odds with the founding principles of Greek organizations (Schultz, 2010) . Much of the hazing that is likely to occur in these organizations includes sleep deprivation, alcohol abuse, and physical abuse (Jackson & Terrell, 2007; Sweet, 1999) . Studies have shown that those most likely to commit acts of hazing were male upperclassmen, and members of fraternities have reported the highest levels of both hazing victimization and offending (e.g., Campo et al., 2005; Owen et al., 2008) . While hazing is seen as a serious problem among members of fraternities and sororities, incidents of hazing often go unreported (Allan & Madden, 2012) , especially those that do not include physical force or those for which newcomers give consent (Richardson, Wang, & Hall, 2012) . Assault and battery and sexual assault are the most often reported liability claims among fraternity insurers, while hazing is the least reported (Flanigan, 2014) . This statistic may reflect the significance of secrecy in hazing rituals among fraternities. Hazing in Greek organizations has been associated with "groupthink," in which members engage in negligent and dangerous activities while placing higher values on group practices above individual human rights. Groupthink, or "Greekthink" (coined by Nuwer, 1999) , could explain why hazing in Greek organizations continues despite the dangers and legal ramifications associated with it (Perkins, Zimmerman, & Janosik, 2011) .
In their landmark hazing study, Allan and Madden (2012) investigated hazing behaviors among a large number of college organizations. The researchers suggested that future studies address specific subsets of the larger college student population, including performing arts groups in general and marching bands specifically. The National Collaborative for Hazing Research and Prevention (2010) has called on researchers to increase the number of studies that examine hazing practices, possible interventions, student attitudes toward hazing, and student awareness of institutional hazing policies. Recently, there also has been increased attention to hazing in bands, specifically marching bands (Carter, 2012; Holmes, 2013; Matney, 2011; Melton, 2012; Rhodes, 2011) . Therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate the possibility of hazing incidents in college marching bands. Specifically, the following research questions were addressed: (1) What are students' experiences with hazing behaviors in college marching bands? (2) If hazing behaviors occur, to whom are they reported? (3) What are marching band students' attitudes toward hazing? and (4) What are students' levels of awareness of institutional hazing policies?
Method

Participants
We utilized a multistage cluster sampling approach (Patten, 2011) . This type of sampling involves dividing the population of interest into clusters (i.e., colleges/universities), which then are sampled randomly. This method of sampling was chosen based on the "best-practices" recommendations provided by the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR), which suggests multiple sampling frames in instances where there may be incomplete or inadequate coverage of the population of interest (AAPOR, n.d.). The multistage method consisted of two Internet-based recruitment protocols. In Stage 1, the researchers distributed online notification to athletic band director subscribers of the College Band Directors National Association (CBDNA) listserv via e-mail. Those CBDNA members who indicated "athletic bands" as an area of interest received the online notification. The second stage included a random cluster sampling of NCAA Division I schools (N = 116). Athletic band directors who agreed to participate forwarded a standard recruitment message to the student members of their respective marching bands. In addition to the convenience of an Internet-based sampling approach, Internet-based sampling has the added advantage of a wider distribution of demographic characteristics (Krantz & Dalal, 2000; Reips, 2001) .
Participants included marching band members (N = 1,233) from Division I schools of the NCAA. Given the prevalence of marching bands at collegiate football games, NCAA Division I institutions were chosen specifically because the majority of Division I member schools had active football and marching band programs. The criterion for inclusion was that the member schools had a marching band (as opposed to a pep band) that was under the supervision of a faculty member employed by the university. Student-run ensembles were excluded from the sample. Among the original sample of 1,233 participants, 18 participants did not meet the criteria for inclusion because they either did not give their consent to participate or indicated that they were not a member of a marching band. Thus, the total sample of participants who completed the questionnaire was 1,215.
Participants included college freshmen (n = 407, 33.0%), sophomores (n = 288, 23.4%), juniors (n = 244, 19.8%), and seniors (n = 249, 20.2%), with a mean age of 19.7 (SD = 2.0). Additionally, 27 participants (2.2%) identified themselves as "other," which included graduate students and fifth-year seniors. Participants were representative of a number of different marching band sections (see Table A in online supplemental materials available at http://jrme.sagepub.com/supplemental) and 30 different states. Participants included music majors (n = 241, 19.5%), music minors (n = 106, 8.6%), and nonmusic majors (n = 868, 78.4%); the sample included 552 (45.6%) males and 659 (54.4%) females.
Materials
The questionnaire items were included based on previous research conducted on hazing (Allan & Madden, 2012; N. Hoover & Pollard, 1999 , 2000 Sweet, 1999 ). There was a high level of agreement between two expert judges who grouped questionnaire items into themes. To determine the content validity of the questionnaire, each judge was provided with a written copy of the questionnaire items and was asked to sort items into five categories. The five categories were based on the research questions guiding the present study, and included the following: (1) What are students' experiences with hazing behaviors in college marching bands? (2) If hazing behaviors occur, to whom are they reported? (3) What are marching band students' attitudes toward hazing? (4) What are students' levels of awareness of institutional hazing policies? and (5) Does not relate to aforementioned research questions. We performed an interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic to determine consistency among raters (Landis & Koch, 1977) . Results revealed a very high-to-perfect level of agreement (see guidelines in Landis & Koch, 1977) regarding items designed to address Research Questions 1 (κ = .87), 2 (κ = .80), 3 (κ = 1.0), and 4 (κ = .85). Any items that were categorized by either coder as not relating to the research questions either were reworded or were deleted.
Based on pilot testing of the questionnaire (N = 102), completion time was approximately 10 min. This relatively brief time frame was desirable given the risk of psychological reactance and dropout rate (Reips, 2002) . We conducted an item analysis using the data from the pilot study respondents. Based on the tally of responses from each section of the questionnaire, we determined that there were enough gradations of responses to allow for an accurate picture of incidents of hazing. Based on the pilot, several questions in Section 2 (Where did hazing behaviors occur, and to whom were they reported?) were revised for clarity and to be more exhaustive regarding participants' choice of response.
Section 3 consisted of several attitudinal statements to which participants indicated their level of agreement or disagreement. Statements were designed to measure participants' attitudes toward the effects of hazing. We administered a set of trial items in the pilot and conducted an item analysis to address their validity. Item analysis was used to make the first item selection prior to factor analysis as recommended by Nunnally (1978) . Statements designed to measure participants' attitude toward the beneficial and detrimental effects of hazing had strong internal consistency (α = .93 and α = .95, respectively). Only one item in either scale ("Those who are hazed look forward to their chance to haze new recruits/members") did not meet the item-total threshold for inclusion (i.e., >0.4) and subsequently was dropped from the questionnaire. Other than this item, all item-total correlations were greater than 0.6, indicating that items were contributing positively to overall reliability (Churchill, 1979; Gliem & Gliem, 2003) .
We utilized an online questionnaire format designed by the researchers. The content and format of the questionnaire was modeled after previously published research investigating incidents of hazing (Allan & Madden, 2012; N. Hoover & Pollard, 1999 , 2000 Sweet, 1999) . 1 Questionnaires used in previous studies have included items that investigated students' experiences with hazing, perceptions about hazing, understanding of institutional policies regarding hazing, consequences of hazing, and their experiences with hazing prior to college. Previous questionnaires have asked respondents to indicate which hazing behaviors happened to themselves and to others; however, these questionnaires did not include gradations of frequency regarding incidents of hazing behaviors. Rather, participants were provided a list of behaviors associated with hazing and were asked if they had ever encountered them but not to what degree. The present questionnaire added a level of discrimination not present in previous hazing research (e.g., Allan & Madden, 2012) .
The online questionnaire, approved by the authors' institutional review boards, consisted of several sections designed to address the research questions and utilized a multipage design (Bosnjak & Tuten, 2001; Reips, 2002) . In order to proceed to the questionnaire, participants had to give their informed consent, after which demographic information was requested. Demographic information included gender, level of schooling, age, instrumentation, major, the state in which the respondent's university is located, and whether or not the respondent held a leadership position in the marching band.
In Section 1, participants reported the frequency of occurrences of several hazing behaviors as defined in previously published research literature. Using a 5-point Likert-type scale (never, rarely, sometimes, often, very often) , participants were asked to report frequencies of hazing behaviors from the perspective of both the one being hazed and the one doing the hazing. In Section 2, participants were asked about the context in which hazing behaviors occurred (e.g., in the presence of alumni, in public spaces, during the day, etc.) and to whom they were reported. In Section 3, participants shared their attitudes about the effects of hazing by indicating their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale (from strongly disagree to strongly agree) to 24 attitudinal statements. Section 4 consisted of three questions asking participants how they learned of their institution's policy on hazing, how often they were reminded of the policy, and who reminded them of the policy. At the conclusion of the questionnaire, participants were provided with several hazing and counseling resources.
Given the sensitive nature of the content of the questionnaire, participants were asked somewhat limited demographic information (Patten, 2011) , identifying information (e.g., IP addresses) was removed from their responses, and data were analyzed in aggregate to protect participants' anonymity and confidentiality. To further address the verisimilitude of the survey process, the "prevent ballot stuffing" feature was enabled in the online survey software, which prevents respondents from participating more than once. The online questionnaire was active for the months of November and December 2013. This time frame was chosen because it allowed participants to reflect on their entire marching band season since most marching bands end their seasons in late November or early December with the start of the Bowl Championship Series.
Results
The first research question guiding the present study concerned students' experiences with hazing behaviors in college marching band. Section 1 of the questionnaire was designed to address this first research question. Respondents were provided with a list of 23 hazing behaviors. Additionally, they were asked to indicate the frequency of each behavior from the perspective of both the one being hazed and the one committing acts of hazing. For each hazing behavior, the majority of participants indicated that they had never been forced to participate in the enumerated hazing behaviors (see Table 1 ). There were only four hazing behaviors in which more than 10% of respondents answered in the affirmative, indicating that they experienced the following: "Sing/chant by self or with select others in public in a situation that is not related to an event, rehearsal or performance" (n = 236, 19.5%), "Being yelled, cursed, or sworn at" (n = 235, 19.3%), "Associate with specific people and not others" (n = 177, 14.6%), and "Deprive yourself of sleep" (n = 143, 11.7%). When asked how often they forced others to participate in the enumerated hazing behaviors, here again the majority of participants selected never (see Table 2 ). The two behaviors that elicited the most affirmative responses were "Sing/chant by self or with select others in public in a situation that is not related to an event, rehearsal, or performance" (n = 95, 7.7%) and "Endure being yelled, cursed, or sworn at" (n = 62, 5%). No other hazing behaviors exceeded a 5% affirmative response.
Participants were then given the following definition of hazing:
Any activity expected of someone joining a group that humiliates, degrades, abuses, or endangers, regardless of the person's willingness to participate. This does not include activities such as: rookies carrying the equipment, class/ensemble parties with community games, or going out with classmates/bandmates, unless an atmosphere of humiliation, degradation, abuse, or danger arises. (Allan & Madden, 2012, p. 83; N. Hoover & Pollard, 1999, p. 8) Participants were asked to use this definition to identify the amount of hazing they observed in their marching band. While the majority of participants indicated that they did not see hazing behaviors in their bands (n = 864, 71.2%), nearly 30% of respondents (n = 350) had observed hazing behaviors. Of those participants who reported observing hazing behaviors, 60% believed their teachers were aware of the hazing behaviors, 22% reported that alumni were present during the hazing incidents, and 46% indicated that the hazing took place on campus. Additionally, for those participants who observed hazing behaviors, 34% reported that the hazing behaviors occurred during the day, 38% reported that the hazing occurred in a public place, 19% reported that pictures of the hazing incidents were taken, and in those instances, 36% of respondents stated that the pictures were posted online. Finally, participants were asked if persons in their college marching band ever encouraged acts of hazing; 12% (n = 146) responded in the affirmative (see Table B at http://jrme.sagepub.com/supplemental). To examine the second research question, we asked those who observed hazing behaviors if they ever reported fellow band members for hazing someone else. Only 8% responded that they reported any hazing incident. When the incidents were reported, they were reported to student leadership staff (n = 6), the head band director (n = 5), other marching band instructors (e.g., color guard instructor, percussion instructor; n = 3), assistant band director (n = 2), and school administration (n = 1). For those participants who observed hazing and did not report it, their stated reasons included the following: "I was afraid I would lose the respect of my friends" (n = 21), "I felt it would have a negative effect on my participation in marching band" (n = 15), "I didn't want to lose my friends" (n = 11), "I was afraid I would lose the respect of my director" (n = 5), and "I felt ashamed" (n = 3). Additionally, there were 77 participants who selected the other option and provided a free response.
Two independent reliability observers coded and categorized the free-response data to identify emerging themes. Disagreements regarding coded data were resolved through discussion until consensus was achieved. Based on this analysis, the following themes emerged: The hazing was not severe enough (i.e., "no big deal") to warrant reporting (n = 39); respondents were apathetic about the hazing (n = 12); respondents did not regard the behavior as hazing (n = 7); the hazing behaviors were "tradition" (n = 7); those being hazed could opt out (n = 6), fear of retaliation (n = 5), the hazing was reported by another individual (n = 4), respondents did not observe it firsthand (n = 3), someone intervened to stop the hazing behavior (n = 3); the director was already aware of the incident (n = 2), the hazing was deserved (n = 2), and there was "no proof" to report the incident (n = 1). Participants also were asked if they considered themselves as having been hazed. Those who felt they had been hazed (n = 53, 4.4%) were asked if they reported the incident to someone. Only three participants (5.6%) indicated that they reported the hazing incident(s). When the incident was reported, it was reported to student leadership staff (n = 2), other marching band instructors (n = 1), and the head band director (n = 1). For those who did not report the hazing incident, their stated reasons included the following: "I was afraid I would lose the respect of my friends" (n = 16), "I felt it would have a negative effect on my participation in marching band" (n = 13), "I didn't want to lose my friends" (n = 9), "I felt ashamed" (n = 5), and "I was afraid I would lose the respect of my director" (n = 4). There were 32 participants who selected the other option and provided a free response.
As before, two independent reliability observers coded and categorized the freeresponse data to identify emerging themes. Based on this analysis, the following themes emerged: The hazing was not severe enough (i.e., "no big deal") to warrant reporting (n = 15), the hazing behaviors were "tradition" (n = 8), respondents did not regard the behavior as hazing (n = 4), respondents were apathetic about the hazing (n = 3), fear of retaliation (n = 2), respondents did not observe it firsthand (n = 2), those being hazed could opt out (n = 2), someone intervened to stop the hazing behavior (n = 1), and the director was already aware of the incident (n = 1).
Regarding the third research question, 24 questionnaire items (attitudinal statements) were designed to elicit information about respondents' attitudes toward hazing (raw data are displayed in Table C at Galter Health Sciences Library on July 5, 2016 jrm.sagepub.com Downloaded from extraction method to determine the content of the attitudinal scale. This rotation required 11 iterations to converge. As a result of the factor analysis (using a minimum eigenvalue of 1.0), three factors emerged accounting for approximately 57% of the systematic variance in responses (see Table 3 ). The emergence of three factors was confirmed via a scree plot, which showed the curve leveling off after three components. Variables with loadings less than 0.3 were considered to have a nonsignificant impact on a factor and thus were ignored (Field, 2009; Kline, 1994) . Only one item ("Hazing is not a widespread problem") did not load significantly on any factor. The .689 Being hazed can cause problems in relationships with others.
.681 Being hazed makes it difficult to concentrate in other classes.
.658 Being hazed makes people feel depressed.
.657 Being hazed negatively affects grades in other classes.
.653 Being hazed makes it difficult to sleep.
.592 .330 Being hazed makes people feel guilty.
.579 Being hazed makes people feel in danger.
.461 .347 Being hazed makes people want to quit the organization/not enroll in the class again.
. 440 .401
Being hazed makes people want revenge against organizers of the activity.
.
.423
Being hazed makes people feel stressed. .389 Factor 2 (Cronbach's α = .91)
Being hazed makes people feel stronger. .809 Being hazed makes people feel a sense of accomplishment.
.806 Being hazed helps people do better in class/ensemble.
.804 Being hazed makes me feel more like part of the group.
.790 Hazing helps members feel accepted by fellow band members.
.766 Hazing is an important part of a band's tradition.
.734 I feel that I would be willing to commit an act of hazing against a fellow band member in order to feel accepted by other fellow band members.
.662
If I am hazed, I'm justified in hazing others.
.600 Factor 3 (Cronbach's α = .88)
Being hazed makes people consider transferring to another college or university.
.860
Being hazed makes people feel like they don't want to live anymore. .840 Being hazed makes people feel like they need to visit a health center, doctor, or counselor.
.724 majority of loadings exceeded 0.60, and only four cross-loadings exceeded 0.30. Additionally, there was strong internal consistency (Churchill, 1979; Gliem & Gliem, 2003) for each of the three factors (α = .94; α = .91; α = .88).
The fourth research question concerned participants' level of awareness of institutional hazing policies. Participants were asked how they learned of their institution's policy on hazing by selecting all categories that applied. The category that received the most responses was marching band orientation (n = 745), followed by student handbook (n = 495), campus orientation (n = 469), "I am not aware of my institution's policy on hazing" (n = 231), special meeting on hazing (n = 144), school website (n = 107), other (n = 87), and special flyer/handout on hazing (n = 81). Two independent coders analyzed the free-response data (e.g., Strauss & Corbin, 1990) . The coding resulted in the following additional categories being constructed: fraternity/sorority (n = 30), fellow band members (n = 10), band director(s)/instructor(s) (n = 10), other campus organization (n = 8), other non-marching-band students (n = 3), and "laws" (n = 1). Participants also were asked how often they were reminded of their institution's hazing policy and who reminded them of the policy. Most respondents indicated that they were reminded of their institution's hazing policy yearly (n = 459) and that the band director reminded them of the policy (n = 800). Results are displayed in Tables D and E (http://jrme.sagepub.com/supplemental).
Discussion
The primary purpose of the present study was to investigate hazing incidents in the college marching band. Specifically, the researchers were interested in the frequency of specific hazing behaviors, whether or not incidents of hazing were reported and why, participants' attitudes toward hazing, and their level of awareness regarding institutional policies on hazing. Results revealed that the most common acts of hazing experienced by the respondents were those that involved public verbal humiliation or degradation; however, these incidents were relatively infrequent. Nearly one third of participants reported an awareness of or involvement in hazing behaviors. If the goal among college campuses is to eradicate hazing entirely, one might conclude that even infrequent hazing is still a problem to be addressed. Those respondents who observed hazing behaviors (30%) generally did not report the incidents either because of fear of social retaliation or because the hazing behaviors were perceived as innocuous. Based on participants' responses, most band members learned about their institution's hazing policy through a marching band orientation and were reminded about it yearly or multiple times a year by their band director.
Allen and Madden (2012) reported that 56% of their participants experienced at least one hazing behavior in a performing arts organization, which they delineated as "e.g., marching band, chorus, theatre groups," and N. Hoover and Pollard (2000) found that 22% were hazed to join performing arts organizations (however, their sample was limited exclusively to high school students). In the present study, when participants were asked if they considered themselves as having been hazed, less than 5% indicated yes, which appears to counter these previous results. However, in examining the 23 delineated hazing behaviors (Table 1) , at least two behaviors ("Sing/chant . . ." and "Being yelled, cursed, or sworn at") evidenced approximately 20% affirmative responses. This difference in percentages suggests a possible disconnect between how hazing is defined legally or institutionally and what students perceive as hazing. Hazing was legally defined over 25 years ago and its definition may not be fully understood. Additionally, college students have reported limited exposure to hazing prevention efforts (Allan & Madden, 2012; Kittle, 2012) . Given the results mentioned above, students' understanding of what constitutes hazing may be ambivalent in some cases, or participants are not willing to label their experience with the enumerated hazing behaviors as "hazing." This phenomenon is confirmed by existing hazing research literature (Allan & Madden, 2012; N. Hoover & Pollard, 1999; Kimbrough, 2007) .
Comparing the data displayed in Table 1 to the findings of Allan and Madden (2012) , the results seem promising. Allan and Madden surveyed members of performing arts groups (N = 818) and found that five hazing behaviors exceeded 10% affirmative responses: sing/chant (25%), participate in a drinking game (23%), associate with specific people and not others (19%), deprive of sleep (17%), and drink large amounts of nonalcoholic beverages (12%). In the present study, only four hazing behaviors exceeded a 10% affirmative response threshold, and the percentages were smaller than those evidenced in Allan and Madden: sing/chant (20%); be yelled, cursed, or sworn at (19%); associate with specific people and not others (15%); and deprive yourself of sleep (12%). Additionally, the results displayed in Table 2 also appear promising in that only two behaviors ("Sing/chant . . ." and "Endure being yelled, cursed, or sworn at") exceeded a 5% affirmative response when participants were asked if they forced others to engage in the enumerated hazing behaviors. These results could indicate either that the hazing culture within the college marching band is less severe than in performing arts organizations as a whole or that the results suffer from the threats of social desirability (i.e., respondents were not being truthful) and/or self-selection bias. Physical abuse and alcohol abuse have been reported as the most common type of hazing behavior in published research (Nuwer, 1999) ; however, here respondents reported public humiliation and degradation as the most common hazing behaviors.
Consistent with prior research, when students acknowledged having observed or participated in acts of hazing and did not report it, they indicated fear of social consequences (Allan & Madden, 2012; Kittle, 2012) . Attempts to justify their participation in hazing behavior included minimization (e.g., "It was no big deal," "I didn't consider it hazing"), lack of awareness (e.g., "I didn't know it was hazing until later"), and normalization (e.g., "It's a tradition"). This appears to be consistent with both the severity-affiliation-attraction hypothesis (Schachter, 1959) and the theory of moral disengagement (Bandura, 1999) . Viewed through the lens of the severity-affiliationattraction hypothesis, those who participated in hazing may have justified their actions as a means of developing a bond with others who endured similar situations. Similarly, hazers may have been morally disengaged by purposefully misrepresenting consequences (e.g., minimizing harm and accentuating benefits) and reconstructing their conduct as having a moral purpose (e.g., tradition), thus making the hazing behaviors less morally reprehensible.
However, results also appear to contradict previous findings regarding students' attitudes toward hazing. Much of the published research on hazing indicates that students recognize hazing as part of the campus culture; more students perceive positive rather than negative outcomes of hazing (Allan & Madden, 2012; Kimbrough, 2007) . In the present study, this was not the case. Examining this subset of the larger college population (i.e., marching band students), the results indicate the majority of participants viewed hazing and the outcomes of hazing primarily as detrimental and harmful (see Table C at http://jrme.sagepub.com/supplemental). Regarding the items that loaded onto Factor 1 (e.g., beneficial effects of hazing), the majority of respondents disagreed with these attitudinal statements. Conversely, the majority of respondents agreed with those statements that loaded onto Factor 2 (e.g., detrimental effects of hazing). These findings are encouraging given that one of the recommendations in the hazing research literature has been to refute the assumption that hazing can have certain positive benefits, such as improved group cohesion (e.g., Van Raalte et al., 2007) .
A number of interesting findings emerged when investigating participants' attitudes toward hazing. The item "Hazing is not a widespread problem" did not load significantly onto any factor. It would seem that this item represents participants' perceptions of the prevalence of hazing rather than their attitudes toward hazing per se. Furthermore, it appears that there was less universal agreement with this item; half of the respondents indicated that they disagreed with this statement, and 20% indicated that they agreed. It could be that participants misinterpreted this item and responded in general terms rather than from the perspective of hazing in marching bands specifically. In future studies, researchers might consider rewording this item for clarity. Regarding the items that loaded onto the third factor (Table 3) , there was less widespread agreement among participants, with more than one third of respondents indicating neither agree nor disagree. It is possible that this third factor was merely a bloated specific. Bloated specifics appear to be factors but are really only specific variance caused by writing items that are similar to each other (Cattell, 1978) . The researchers suggest that these items be reworded in subsequent research to determine if an additional "social/ emotional effects" factor emerges.
One of the more alarming findings from the present study was that approximately 12% of participants reported that individuals within the organization had encouraged acts of hazing. Students' experiences and attitudes can influence greatly others' involvement in hazing (N. Hoover & Pollard, 2000) . With 12% of respondents indicating that some actor in the organization encouraged hazing, it appears that hazing education and prevention programs should be expanded, as perhaps should accountability measures. It could be that persistent hazing is due to consequences that are not commensurate with the offenses rather than a lack of education on hazing policies. Much of the hazing literature encourages dissemination of information from a variety of outlets both inside and outside the university. The majority of participants indicated that their band director made them aware of the school's hazing policy; such communication is promising. However, since the majority of those who encouraged hazing were other marching band students, additional hazing prevention programs might be warranted beyond explaining the institution's policy. As Campo et al. (2005) explained, "education alone has not been enough of a deterrent on most campuses and needs to be coupled with enforcement and/or policy changes" (p. 147). Saunders and Benté (2013) provide useful guidelines and instruction regarding investigating hazing and providing educational practices for colleges and universities.
Some limitations are worth noting. As with any online questionnaire, self-selection bias remains a threat to external validity (Stanton, 1998; Thompson, Surface, Martin, & Sanders, 2003; Witmer, Colman, & Katzman, 1999) . This possibility exists twofold since the marching band directors were the "gatekeepers" regarding distribution to the students enrolled in the class; those directors who chose to participate forwarded the questionnaire link on to their students. Therefore, caution is warranted regarding the generalizability of the results from this initial study. Certainly, additional research on this important topic will be needed before any definitive conclusions may be drawn regarding hazing in the college marching band.
Additionally, social desirability is a concern, especially when participants were asked questions about hazing others. It is also possible that the content and purpose of the questionnaire may have affected nonresponse error. For example, the leveragesaliency theory of survey response states that participants are more likely to respond if the surveyor makes the topic (i.e., hazing prevention) salient throughout the implementation process (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2008) . It could be that the emphasis on this singular topic (hazing) was attractive to some potential respondents (e.g., those who wish to reduce incidents of hazing) but not others (e.g., those who are doing the hazing). Despite students' anonymity and confidentiality, it is also possible that students might not have been entirely forthcoming in their responses, especially if they feared scrutiny from outside entities. Secrecy traditionally has been a necessary component of hazing. Without further research in this area, it will be difficult to draw conclusions from this initial study regarding whether hazing incidents in the college marching band are idiosyncratic to particular institutions or are more pervasive throughout the United States.
Finally, the data collected were not analyzed on the basis of geographic region, students' socioeconomic status, cultural makeup, overall "status" or "prestige" of the marching band, or other sociocultural variables. For the purposes of this initial study, limited demographic information was recorded to protect participants' anonymity and confidentiality. However, differences might exist on the basis of such variables. For example, it is possible that more prestigious marching bands with well-established traditions might be more prone to hazing incidents. It is suggested that future iterations of this study investigate the possibilities of sociocultural influences on marching band culture, specifically, hazing in the marching band. Identifying those ensembles that might be more prone to hazing seems worthy of further study.
Based on the findings, a number of future directions are recommended. In addition to their large sample size, Allan and Madden (2012) chose to incorporate a qualitative component to their study by making site visits to examine educational, training, and policy documents and to interview faculty, staff, and students. It is recommended that future studies on hazing in the marching band include a similar component. Doing so would provide a holistic picture of the frequency and type of hazing behaviors in the college band and provide rich descriptions of institutional and organizational policies on hazing education and prevention. As mentioned above, one limitation was the threat of self-selection bias resulting in possible sampling error. The researchers felt it important to include the marching band directors as proxies for accessing the student population. An important part of hazing education and prevention is collaboration among researchers, organizational leaders, and students. While student participation was dependent on director approval, it seemed axiomatic not to include marching band directors in this study. However, authors of future studies might explore the possibility of obtaining student e-mail addresses directly from the institution to determine a response rate more accurately and to reduce the possibility of sampling error. 2 Finally, since state laws and institutional policies are not standardized (Crow & Rosner, 2002; Hollmann, 2002) , the researchers recommend an effort to standardize hazing education and prevention efforts at least among college marching bands. A majority of participants indicated that their band director informed them of institutional policies on hazing and hazing prevention. No doubt band directors play an influential role in hazing education and prevention. Given that a disconnect sometimes exists between what students perceive as hazing and how it is defined by law, it seems that hazing education is an area in need of continued development. Additionally, a large number of participants were not aware of their institution's policy on hazing (n = 231). The national honorary band fraternity, Kappa Kappa Psi, has been instrumental in documenting specific antihazing policies and procedures on its website. Additionally, hazing has been discussed at CBDNA Athletic Band Symposia; however, at present, there is no mention of hazing in the CBDNA College and University Athletic Band Guidelines or bylaws. Perhaps through the development of a task force within CBDNA, hazing prevention and education efforts could be standardized. In any case, it would seem wise to specifically delineate hazing behaviors and label them as such, especially given the differences in interpretation of various definitions of hazing (StopHazing.org, n.d.) .
We suggest a number of additional recommendations to help college band directors and administrators prevent future hazing incidents. Providing students with a list of behaviors/examples that have been defined as hazing (even if they are perceived as innocuous) could be useful in helping students identify what specifically constitutes hazing, especially those behaviors that evidenced the most affirmative responses in the present study. Students also should be reminded that allowing new members to "opt out" of hazing behaviors is still considered hazing. Perhaps an on-campus hazing awareness week with workshops, special guest speakers, and opportunities for roleplaying would be beneficial, as recommended by Saunders and Benté (2013) . Finally, providing an anonymous reporting website for hazing hosted by the university also is recommended. Marching bands play an important role in the music and social education of many students. Further investigations into hazing practices as well as further campaigns to prevent hazing behaviors will encourage student safety and allow students the opportunity to flourish. These efforts are essential to continuing the marching band's role of conveying school pride, tradition, and music excellence.
